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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed August 30, 2010. Claims 
1-15 are cancelled. Claims 16-29 were previously withdrawn. Claims 30 and 31 are 
amended. Claims 32-38 are added. Claims 30-38 are rejected finally for the reasons 
given below. 

Claim Interpretation 

2. Claims 31 and 32 include product by process limitations drawn to the method of 
forming the electrode. The product-by-process limitations are not given patentable 
weight since the courts have held that patentability is based on a product itself, even if 
the prior art product is made by a different process (see In re Thorpe . 227 USPQ 964, 
(CAFC 1985), In re Brown , 173 USPQ 685 (CCPA 1972), and In re Marosi , 218 USPQ 
289, 292-293 (CAFC 1983)). MPEP 2113. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 30, 32, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schubert et al. (US 2003/0165744) in view of Delnick (US 5,865,860) 
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Schubert et al. teach an electrode comprising a collector (7) with printed 
electrode (5) ([0062]). 

Schubert et al. fail to teach that the electrode layer comprises a plurality of 
connected dots. 

Delnick teaches a process for printing an electrolyte using dots of electrolyte 
material (Figure 6). The process of Delnick accurately meters and distributes the 
material (abstract). 

As for claim 33, Delnick teaches that the volume of the dots is result effective 
(abstract). It has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective 
variable involves only routine skill in the art. MPEP 2144.04 VI A 

The skilled artisan could have applied the known technique of Delnick to print the 
electrode of Schubert et al. and the results would have been predictable. MPEP 2141 III 

5. Claims 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schubert et al. in view of Delnick as applied to claim 30 above, and further in view 
ofSotomura etal. (US 5,518,841). 

The teachings of Schubert et al. and Delnick as discussed above are 
incorporated herein. 

Schubert et al. in view of Delnick teach a printed electrode material but fail to 
teach the claimed active materials. 
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Sotomura et al. teach a lithium battery where the electrode is made by mixing an 
active material with a slurry including the electrolyte material, and then printed onto an 
electrode substrate (column 12 lines 5-10). 

Further, Sotomura et al. teach lithium manganese oxide and carbon as active 
materials (column 5 lines 14-22; column 11 lines 28-30). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use different active materials, such as those taught by Sotomura 
et al., in the battery of Schubert et al. in view of Delnick in order to produce a battery 
having the desired battery chemistry and the results of the substitution would have been 
predictable. MPEP2141 III 

6. Claims 31 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schubert et al. in view of Delnick and Urso et al. (US 2004/01 1 5522). 

The teachings of Schubert et al. and Delnick as discussed above are 
incorporated herein. 

Schubert et al. teach an electrode comprising a collector (7) with printed 
electrode (5) ([0062]). 

Schubert et al. fail to teach that the electrode layer comprises a plurality of 
connected dots. 

Delnick teaches a process for printing an electrolyte using dots of electrolyte 
material (Figure 6). The process of Delnick accurately meters and distributes the 
material (abstract). 
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As for claim 36, Delnick teaches that the volume of the dots is result effective 
(abstract). It has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective 
variable involves only routine skill in the art. MPEP 2144.04 VI A 

The skilled artisan could have applied the known technique of Delnick to print the 
electrode of Schubert et al. and the results would have been predictable. MPEP 2141 III 

Schubert et al. in view of Delnick fail to teach that the maximum thickness of the 
collector and electrode layer is not more than 105% of a minimum thickness of the 
collector and electrode layer. 

Urso et al. teach a battery electrode that has active material in a uniform 
thickness on the current collector ([0002]). The uniform thickness is desired since it 
leads to improved electrical performance. 

One having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made could have 
applied the teachings of Urso et al. to a uniform thickness to the electrode of Schubert 
et al. in view of Delnick and the results would have been predictable. MPEP 2141 III 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to make the thickness of the electrode of Schubert et al. in view of 
Delnick as uniform as possible, since that would lead to improved electrical 
performance such as taught by Urso et al. It has been held that discovering an optimum 
value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. MPEP 2144.05 
MB 
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7. Claims 37 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schubert et al. in view of Delnick and Urso et al. as applied to claim 31 above, and 
further in view of Sotomura et al. (US 5,518,841). 

The teachings of Schubert et al., Delnick and Urso et al. as discussed above are 
incorporated herein. 

Schubert et al. in view of Delnick and Urso et al. teach a printed electrode 
material but fail to teach the claimed active materials. 

Sotomura et al. teach a lithium battery where the electrode is made by mixing an 
active material with a slurry including the electrolyte material, and then printed onto an 
electrode substrate (column 12 lines 5-10). 

Further, Sotomura et al. teach lithium manganese oxide and carbon as active 
materials (column 5 lines 14-22; column 11 lines 28-30). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use different active materials, such as those taught by Sotomura 
et al., in the battery of Schubert et al. in view of Delnick and Urso et al. in order to 
produce a battery having the desired battery chemistry and the results of the 
substitution would have been predictable. MPEP 2141 III 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed August 30, 2010 concerning claims 30 and 31 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
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Applicant argues, essentially, that it would not have been obvious to use the 
technique of Delnick to print the electrode of Schubert et al. because Delnick teaches 
printing electrolytes, not electrode. The examiner disagrees. 

Schubert et al. clearly teach that the electrodes are printed ([0062]). Schubert et 
al. do not teach the exact method of printing, but the skilled artisan would be well within 
the ordinary level of skill in the art to look to methods of printing used in the battery art 
to determine a method of printing the electrode. 

Furthermore, the examiner notes that it was known in the art to print electrodes 
using electrode active material mixed with electrolyte, such as is discussed above in 
reference to Sotomura et al. 

As for Applicant's allegations of unexpected results, on page 8, the examiner is 
not convinced. Applicant has provided no data to support these allegations. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alix Elizabeth Echelmeyer whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-1 1 01 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick Ryan can be reached on 571-272-1292. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Patrick Joseph Ryan/ Alix Elizabeth Echelmeyer 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1795 Examiner 

Art Unit 1795 

aee 



